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Edgar E. Kausel1 and Alexander T. Jackson2
1. School of Management, Pontificia Universidad Católica de Chile
2. Middle Tennessee State University
Personnel judgments and decisions are abundant in 
organizations. Some examples include deciding how to re-
cruit as well as how many people should be recruited when 
staff planning, which candidates should be invited for an 
interview when hiring, or whose KSAs (knowledge, skills, 
and abilities) should be improved when training. Similarly, 
most performance appraisal systems rely on judgments (i.e., 
job performance ratings). As such, improving managerial 
judgment and choice is an important issue in industrial-
organizational psychology research and practice. To better 
understand how people make choices and judgments in or-
ganizations, Scott Highhouse, the Journal Editor, asked us 
to curate studies for a special issue on the topic, adopting a 
judgment and decision making (JDM) perspective.
JDM research is an exciting field of study which en-
compasses researchers from diverse areas, from marketing 
to economics. Early decision research focused on optimal 
ways of making decisions for highly structured tasks (i.e., 
the normative approach; Edwards, 1961). More recent JDM 
research has allowed richer expressions of decision behav-
ior and deeper insights into the psychological processes 
underlying choice (e.g., Fischhoff & Broomell, 2020). This 
has opened the door for new research programs, which 
can be classified into two categories (Connolly & Or-
dóñez, 2003). First, descriptive research examines biases 
that are common and consequential in decision making, 
such as overconfidence, confirmatory bias, and anchoring 
(Kahneman, 2011). Second, prescriptive research investi-
gates ways to improve decision making competence or out-
comes. An example of this is Thaler and Sunstein (2008)’s 
popular idea of nudging—an idea that contributed to Thaler 
receiving the Nobel Prize in Economics in 2017—which 
helps direct people in a particular way while making their 
decisions.
Given the breadth of how the JDM field can be applied 
to personnel contexts, we intentionally cast a wide net in 
our call for proposals. Specifically, we sought papers ad-
dressing issues such as using descriptive methods to identi-
fy how people make hiring decisions or performance judg-
ments, identifying antecedents of decision-making skill, 
understanding and overcoming biases present in personnel 
contexts, and overcoming the barriers and resistance to ev-
idence-based decision making, to name a few. Further, the 
call was open to laboratory studies, field studies, and con-
ceptual/theoretical pieces. While this special issue does not 
tackle every issue, we believe the research presented here 
brings us closer to understanding JDM issues and being 
able to make specific prescriptions about JDM in personnel 
contexts. After the standard PAD double-blind peer review 
process,1 seven papers were accepted for this Special Is-
sue. We organized these papers around three main themes, 
which we describe below.  
Theme 1: Expert judgment in personnel decisions. 
Two of the papers included in this special issue are empiri-
cal studies that deal with the role of expert judgment in per-
sonnel decisions. This is an important area of research in 
industrial-organizational (I/O) psychology, especially given 
Highhouse’s (2008) seminal paper on the problems of intu-
ition in personnel selection in general and what he termed 
the myth of expertise in particular. In the first paper, Yu and 
Kuncel (2020) seek to replicate a classical study—but one 
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that may surprise many personnel selection practitioners—
in JDM and the psychology of prediction. Dawes and Corri-
gan (1974; see also Dawes, 1979) found that, given a set of 
predictors, linear models using random weights (!) of these 
predictors outperformed expert judgment in GPA prediction 
and psychiatric diagnosis. Yu and Kuncel examine whether 
what they call mindless consistency may also occur in hir-
ing decisions.  
In the second paper, Voss and Lake (2020) examine ex-
pertise in the context of an important topic in recent years: 
nontraditional metrics. Research has suggested that tradi-
tional validity measures such as r and R2 are often poorly 
understood for most audiences (e.g., Brooks et al., 2014). 
As such, researchers have considered nontraditional metrics 
as a way to enhance understanding. Voss and Lake examine 
whether these metrics have an effect in increasing under-
standing of validity information and whether this leads to 
heightened perceived usefulness of structured over unstruc-
tured interviews. They also study whether the magnitude 
of this effect is different for experts (people with hiring 
experience) vs. non-experts. Results from these studies on 
expertise may surprise some readers.
Theme 2: Strategies to improve personnel decisions 
(and how they may backfire). The second set of papers 
deal with the prescriptive standpoint of JDM: How to im-
prove personnel decisions. This is important given the sci-
entist-practitioner gap and how people tend to assign weight 
to suboptimal selection methods such as the unstructured 
interview over more structured ones (Kausel et al., 2016). 
The first paper under this theme, by Thiele et al. (2020), 
examines ways to increase decision aid use among decision 
makers. Decision aids, such as statistical tools and algo-
rithms, may give important information in improving pre-
dictions by consistently integrating information (see also Yu 
& Kuncel, 2020); however, people tend to give them less 
weight than they should (Dietvorst et al., 2015). Thiele and 
colleagues argue that one way practitioners may be nudged 
into using decision aids is by giving them feedback about 
the (generally poor) accuracy of their predictions. This had 
been suggested as a debiasing method (e.g., Slaughter & 
Kausel, 2013); however, Thiele and colleagues are the first 
to empirically test it. They use an interesting experiment to 
do so.
The second paper seeking to improve personnel deci-
sions is by Kuncel and Dahlke (2020). The authors examine 
how, in decision sets of 3 or 4 options, a seemingly irrele-
vant choice may influence employee hiring decisions. Spe-
cifically, they examine the decoy effect (also known as the 
asymmetric dominance effect). This is by no means novel 
in the personnel selection literature (see Highhouse, 1996; 
Slaughter et al., 2011). However, what is novel about this 
paper is how this effect, often understood as an irrational 
choice, can actually counter other biases (such as racial or 
gender bias) that may be present in a personnel selection 
system and potentially improve diversity hiring. This is a 
good example of how decision makers may be nudged into 
making better employee decisions. We believe that this pa-
per can trigger interesting ideas for practitioners.
The third paper under this theme is by Nolan et al. 
(2020). Nolan et al. (2016), based on Meehl’s (1986) ideas, 
had put forward an interesting theory that may explain why 
hiring managers and consultants underweight decision aids. 
The authors argued that professional decision makers fear 
that the use of decision aids and standardized procedures 
may reduce the perceived value of their contributions and 
expert judgment (i.e., threat of technological unemployment 
[TOTU]). In the paper included in our special issue, Nolan 
et al. aim to further develop the theory of TOTU in hiring 
decisions by using a different methodology than previously 
used. In addition, and perhaps more importantly, Nolan and 
colleagues expand their theory by examining potentially 
negative effects of techniques commonly used to promote 
personnel decision aids and standardized hiring practices. 
Stated differently, they study whether seemingly benign 
practices to improve the validity of a personnel selection 
system may backfire due to employee resistance of being 
replaced by standardized procedures or mechanical decision 
making.
Theme 3: Theoretical and conceptual papers. In ad-
dition to the two empirical themes, two papers clearly clus-
tered together to form a theoretical/conceptual theme. First, 
Dalal et al. (2020) argue that the volume of information that 
personnel decision makers have access to when selecting 
between candidates is ever increasing. While the traditional 
adage claims that “knowledge is power,” Dalal et al. make 
an argument that not all knowledge is powerful. They spe-
cifically caution decision makers against using nondiag-
nostic information (i.e., information that is irrelevant to the 
decision at hand). Because individuals responsible for mak-
ing hiring decision often obtain information from multiple 
sources, including applicants’ social media pages, nondi-
agnostic information abounds. Dalal et al. present a frame-
work for understanding the different types of nondiagnostic 
information, explain why it can impact decision making, 
and present strategies for reducing the effect such irrelevant 
information can have on the hiring decision. 
In the second paper, Blacksmith et al. (2020) provide a 
theoretical framework uniting the areas of individual differ-
ences, decision-making aptitude, and decision performance. 
The authors argue that decision making should be consid-
ered as a key dimension of job performance and present 
ways for identifying the critical decision-making behaviors. 
As part of the framework, the authors also present a review 
1  We appreciate the contribution of conscientious and thoughtful 
reviewers that helped us put this special issue together!
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of proximal and distal individual differences predicting 
decision-making behavior, such as cognitive ability, do-
main knowledge, and affect. Additionally, the framework 
Blacksmith et al. presents includes specific methodological 
recommendations for assessing the decision-making pre-
dictor and criterion space. While a lot of the information in 
their review is not new, one of the key contributions of their 
framework is presenting all of the information from previ-
ously disconnected areas in one place. 
Where do we go from here? The papers included 
in this special issue begin to tackle important questions 
and issues regarding JDM within the context of personnel 
assessment and decisions. These researchers investigated 
biases, ways to improve decision making in selection, de-
cision makers’ fears of being replaced by technology, ways 
to overcome biases, ways to improve reliance on deci-
sion-making tools, the effect of different weighting schemes 
compared to expert judgments in selection, how advancing 
technologies in interviews impacts decision-makers’ inten-
tion to use the technologies, and ways to better communi-
cate validity information of selection tools. Additionally, 
recommendations for how to appropriately use information 
and for incorporating JDM into performance are offered. 
However, we still have much to learn. 
Based on the papers within this issue, there are some 
obvious next steps for researchers. First, a common idea 
across several of the papers is the issue of trust in deci-
sion-making tools. It seems that before we can get people to 
use these tools we must find ways to improve the trust peo-
ple have in the tools. Therefore, we call on researchers to 
specifically study the variables that influence trust as well 
as specific interventions that can be used to improve trust 
in these tools. Second, while there is a wealth of research 
examining the role of biases in decision making, there is a 
need to further understand biases and the ways to overcome 
or even circumvent the impact of biases in personnel deci-
sions. For instance, the Black Lives Matter movement has 
brought media attention to the biases in hiring, training, and 
evaluating law enforcement personnel. Last, the two papers 
that present a theoretical/conceptual argument open the 
door for researchers to evaluate their claims. 
Beyond the scope of these papers, there are many issues 
that have yet to be fully examined. For instance, indecisive-
ness has to date been relatively unexplored. Many questions 
can be raised about indecisiveness, such as are people more 
likely to rely on decision-making tools if they are indeci-
sive? Do indecisive people fall prey to the same JDM bias-
es? Additionally, what remains to be identified are specific 
ways people can be trained to improve their decision-mak-
ing skill or competence, especially in the context of per-
sonnel assessments and decisions. Last, and perhaps most 
importantly, we call on researchers to replicate the research 
within this special issue as well as classic and seminal JDM 
findings within applied personnel assessment contexts. The 
replicability crisis within psychology demands our attention 
and efforts to reproduce the findings of previous work. 
In conclusion, we hope these papers pique the interests 
of our readers and inspire new directions for research (as 
well as previous directions in the case of replications). We 
hope researchers continue uniting the often separated fields 
of JDM and personnel psychology. We anticipate that as 
this multidisciplinary research continues, great advances in 
hiring and assessment practices can be made. 
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